The known range of the basking shark is extended to the Gulf of Mexico by an adult female taken alive at Sarasota, Florida. Comparisons of some characters of the specimens are made with those of an adult male from in Drake's Bay, California and those of an immature specimen from the east coast of Florida. Although the Sarasota specimen differs in denticle form and in some other respects from basking sharks of the eastern North Atlantic and elsewhere, it is provisionally identified as Cetorhinus maximus 
show moderate individual differences in the three specimens but only two differences are trenchant: 1. the proportionally longer snout in the young basking shark, which is undoubtedly the usual condition in young and immature specimens and agrees with the descriptive accounts and illustrations in the literature (Bigelow and Schroeder, 1948), and 2. the distance from the tip of the snout to the origin of the pelvics, which reflects chiefly a shorter abdominal segment of the trunk in the adult male. A shorter abdomen may characterize adult male basking sharks but is not evident in proportional measurements of a series of five females and four males (Matthews and Parker, 1950). The series included specimens with forklengths between 6.2 and 7.4 m but whether the specimens were mature or immature was not indicated.
SKIN, DERMAL DENTICLES, TEETH AND GILL RAKERS
The skin of most of the body surfaces of these specimens is crisscrossed by narrow, deep and close set channels, less prominent on the branchial region than on the flanks. These channels form somewhat rectangular islets and in some random areas they form whorls. The islets are about 6-12 mm wide or long, the channels 2-3 mm wide and less than 5 mm deep. The islets, the ridges and the channels are all covered with dermal denticles. These tiny skin channels, Denticles on the flanks are small and conical with indistinct ridges extending from their bases to their tips. The denticles of the Sarasota shark are longer and more slender than those of the other specimens and the denticles of its branchial region (Fig. 3 ) are longer and more slender than those on its flanks (Fig. 4) . Widely scattered pairs of enlarged denticles protect the openings to the pit organs and small, flattened, leaf-shaped denticles are sparsely and randomly distributed on the palate.
Bigelow and Schroeder (1948), Matthews and Parker (1950) and Siccardi (1961) all described the denticles as small with points directed caudally and the skin consequently smooth when stroked posteriorly. However, the denticles of the Sarasota shark pointed in all directions and the skin was exceedingly rough when stroked in any direction. It was impossible to determine the direction of the denticles of the Drake's Bay specimen, for the projecting points were missing, perhaps worn away by sand and surf.
The teeth (Fig. 5 ) of the Sarasota specimen were hooked, similar in both upper and lower jaws, and very small, the largest about 4 mm long. They did not differ markedly from basking shark teeth described in other publications.
The Sarasota specimen had well developed gill rakers ( , 1969) . This "hepatic float" may be a factor in the leisurely surface basking so typical of this species and, from the point of energy conservation, such a buoyancy mechanism would minimize reliance on the energy-expensive hydrodynamic lift mechanism to support their great bulk in the water. If, however, through some hepatic malfunction, they could or should become positively buoyant (Baldridge, 1972), they would encounter serious difficulties, including loss of swimming control. Such a condition could conceivably be responsible both for the stranding of basking sharks and for their appearance far inshore in unsuitably shallow, warm water.
SYSTEMATICS OF Cetorhinus
Three characteristics, reproduction, skin structure and gill rakers, set the basking shark apart from all other elasmobranchs and warrant their placement in a separate family, the Cetorhinidae. Unlike most species of sharks, which produce relatively small numbers of large yolked eggs, basking sharks produce millions of tiny eggs. Matthews (1950) estimated the single functional ovary contained 6 million ova about 0.5 mm in diameter. In the ampulla ductus deferentis of the male he found several gallons of spermatophores 2-3 cm in diameter. Nothing is known of the development of the young, and except for a 30 cm embryo reportedly found about 200 years ago, no embryos and no young smaller than 2 m have ever been recorded. The skin of basking sharks, with islets separated by narrow channels on most of its surface, is completely different from all other sharks. Bigelow and Schroeder (1948), unaware of their unusual reproduction, classed them as a distinct family based on "the presence of horny rakers on their gill arches (which) makes them unique among modern sharks."
The inclusion of basking sharks in the family Lamnidae is unjustified not only because these three characters are distinctive but also because the gill openings are very much larger (they almost encircle the body) and the teeth are far smaller and more numerous than those of the lamnids.
Cetorhinus maximus was long considered the monotype of its genus and family but Siccardi (1961) recognized four species of Cetorhinus, two from the North Atlantic-Mediterranean (C. rostratus and C. maximus), one from the Australian (C. maccoyi), and one from the South Atlantic regions (C. normani). She separated them chiefly on differences in body proportions Except for a few stuffed specimens no entire basking sharks are preserved in museum collections and, due to the rarity of sightings and gargantuan proportions of the subject, it is unlikely that any large specimens will be preserved in toto. This paucity of material has hampered studies not only of their taxonomy but also of their life history and biology.
